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Call to Order 


After calling the meeting to order at 1:11 p.m., Dr. Lowy introduced and 
welcomed to Senate, Dr. Saad Hijazi and Dr. Abu E]-Haija, President and 
Vice-President, respectively, Jordan University of Science and Technology, 
who, he advised, had just signed an agreement with Concordia to extend the 
areas of cooperation between the two universities beyond the termination of 
the CIDA contract. He also proposed, and it was agreed, that the "Closed 
Session" be deferred until after Agenda Item VI in order to provide the 
distinguished visitors with an opportunity to witness a brief part of the 
functioning of the Concordia University Senate. 


Approval of Agenda 


It was requested by Prof. Cheeke, and agreed, that item XV be moved up 
on the Agenda to be dealt with following item XII. 


Mr. Klamph requested, and it was agreed, that his motion concerning the 
addition of alumni representatives to the Senate membership, notice of 
which had been given at the last meeting, be added to the Agenda. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. PLAMONDON, SECONDED BY MR. 
KLAMPH, THAT THE AGENDA AS PRESENTED AND AMENDED BE 
APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 
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Approval of Senate Minutes 


Dr. Lowy advised that the Minutes of the Senate meeting of 3 May 1996 
had not been completed in time for approval at today's meeting and would 
be put over for approval at the next Senate meeting. 


Business Arising from the Minutes 


Dr. Lowy drew members’ attention to the Report concerning undergraduate 
January entry (Document US-96-5-D6) which was being tabled by the 
Registrar for information in response to a request that had been made at the 
March, 1996, Senate meeting. 


Election of Speaker of Senate 


After providing background information and rationale with respect to the 
establishment of the position of Speaker of Senate, Dr. Lowy announced 
that as a result of the nomination process, and in accordance with the 
Enabling Legislation, Dr. John W. O'Brien, Economics Department and 
Rector Emeritus, was elected by acclamation as Speaker of Senate for 
1996/97, and would begin to Chair the Senate meetings in September 1996. 


Remarks from the Rector 


Dr. Lowy advised that he was foregoing his own remarks and wished to 
cede the floor to Dr. Lightstone, Vice-Rector, Academic. 


Dr. Lightstone expressed appreciation on behalf of Senate to Dr. John 
Drysdale for his diligence and hard work in carrying out the task of 
Chairing the Senate Academic Programmes Committee meetings during the 
past academic year. 


He also expressed sincere appreciation on behalf of Senate to Dr. Tien D. 
Bui, who he advised, was owed a deep debt of gratitude for his work and 
accomplishments in carrying out his duties over the past four years, both as 
Associate Vice-Rector, Research, and as Chair of the Senate Research 
Committee. 


Dr. Lowy, echoing the above sentiments, also extended thanks and 
appreciation on behalf of himself and Senate to Dr. Drysdale and Dr. Bui. 


Dr. Lowy advised that the next Agenda items would be dealt with in 
"Closed Session", and he asked those in attendance who were not members 
of Senate to leave the meeting. 


OPEN SESSION 


Dr. Lowy reminded members that the Long Service Awards Ceremony was 
being held today at 5:00 p.m., in the Hall Building, S.G.W. Campus. 


96-5-14 


Question Period 


Noting that over the years different academic departments had made 
recommendations to the Dean or the Vice-Rector, 
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course of his administration over the past year, and whose term was 
officially ending today. He expressed appreciation to all members of Senate 
for having made his participation in this body, and in the many committees 
and sub-committees throughout the University that he had served on, so 
palpable. He also extended best wishes to Mr. Daniel Gagnon, incoming 
CSU President, throughout the coming year. 


On behalf of Senate, Dr. Lowy extended congratulations to Mr. Carruthers 
for his leadership, and for his successful, productive and colorful term as 
head of the Concordia Student Union during the past year. 


Appointments 


Dr. Lowy drew members' attention to the Decanal appointments to the 
Standing Committees of Senate for 1996/97 contained in Document 
US-96-5-D8, which, he advised, was being tabled at Senate for 
information. 


Proposed Provisional Operating Budget - 1996/1997 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. LIGHTSTONE, SECONDED BY MR. 
TABAR, THAT SENATE APPROVE IN PRINCIPLE AND 
RECOMMEND TO THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS, THE 
PRELIMINARY 1996-97 PROVISIONAL OPERATING BUDGET 
PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT BC96-3-D9, AND AS COMMENTED 
UPON BY THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC PLANNING 
AND PRIORITIES IN DOCUMENT US-965-D9; AND THAT A 
SUPPLEMENTAL OPERATING BUDGET FOR 1996-97 BE 
PRESENTED TO SENATE FOR CONSIDERATION, APPROVAL AND 
RECOMMENDATION IN THE FALL, 1996. 


In presenting and explaining the Proposed Preliminary Operating Budget, D 
r. Proppe, Interim Vice-Rector, Institutional Relations and Finance, drew 
members’ attention to the corrected page 2, Schedule 2, Document 
BC-96-3-D9 that had been circulated, and he advised that there were a 
number of other typos as well in the Document. He further stated that it was 
unfortunate that the consultation and discussion period was so short, 
particularly at a time when the University was facing the biggest budget cut 
in its history; and that this was due to the fact that the budget preparation 
was dependent upon the availability of the results of the FALRIP. He 
particularly drew Senate's attention to the SCAPP recommendation 
concerning the reduction and redistribution of the money budgeted for 
initiatives. 


Before summarizing Report #2 from the Ad Hoc Senate Finance Committee 
(Document US-96-5-D10), Prof. Chaikelson, Committee Chair, expressed 
appreciation to all of the members of the Ad Hoc Committee for their 
dedicated hard work over such a short period of time. She advised that the 
Report basically consisted of a number of suggestions and a lot of 
questions, with comments and recommendations on particular issues, 
including the need for consistency in budget documents; the percentage of 
cuts by sector/area over a two-year period; tuition revenues; overhead for 
contract research; admissible portions of the Operating Budget, particularly 
with respect to the estimated revenue-loss in printing, the subsidization of 
Food Services, and increases in parking revenues; space rentals vis-a-vis 
government norms, and the "lease to own" policy; FALRIP, particularly in 
relation to tuition revenues; ERIP and the CQI exercise; Performance 
Indicators, particularly in terms of retroactive adjustments suggested in the 
Provisional Operating Budget, and the possible inclusion of the special 
purpose grant for graduating students as an indicator; the initiatives to 
reduce expenditures and increase revenues; the short consultation period; 
and consideration of the redistribution of cuts between Faculties during the 
Summer, and subsequent consideration of the budget in the Fall. She also 
drew members' attention to the Committee's comments vis-a-vis the 
Proposed Capital Budget for 1996/1997. 


Responding to questions raised in the Ad Hoc Committee's Report, Dr. 
Proppe commented particularly with respect to the issues concerning the 
need for consistancy in budget documentation; enrolment projections; the 
reduction in printing revenues; the increase in parking revenues; and the 
CQI programme. 


Dr. Lightstone presented and explained the Report from the Senate 
Committee on Academic Planning and Priorities contained in Document 
US-96-5-D9 (Revised), particularly with respect to the recommendations 
concerning the reduction in the money budgeted for the Funding of 
Initiatives. It was noted that the SCAPP recommendations were included in 
the motion on the floor. 


During discussion, issues which were raised and responded to included 
questions with respect to "controllable" versus "non-controllable" deficits, 
the budget percentage of non-controllable deficits and how it was taken into 
account in budgetary planning; and an administrative commitment to inject 
153,000 dollars into the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science's 
budget in connection with the doubling of the enrolment in the Diploma in 
Computer Science programme and the resulting 1/2 million dollars in 
additional University revenue vis-a-vis the distribution of the 1 million 
dollars budgeted in 1995/96 under the "incentive programme for 
development purposes". 


Arguing in favor of voting against the motion on the floor and rejecting the 
budget, Prof. Shulman stated that it was his understanding that in so doing, 
the budget would nonetheless procede and be approved by the Board of 
Governors because the University needed to have a budget; that regardless 
of long range ideas, values and ideals, we were operating in a crisis 


situation and there was an immediacy that everyone had to face; and that it 
was useful to reflect upon this year in Senate vis-a-vis planning and 
determining the budget. He further stated that after having gone through a 
great deal of documentation, and having had difficulty in understanding 
some of the discussion with respect to things like "indicators", he had come 
to the conclusion that we were now in the position of "Indicating 
mysticism", i.e., we were essentially in a situation where we have been 
provided with a lot of quantitative data but we did not have a framework 
upon which to evaluate what was, being proposed; and that he had not 
heard any discussion at all with respect to the "academic priorities and 
institutional values" that were intended to inform the performance-based 
budget process towards which we were supposed to moving, as referred to 
in the last paragraph, page 10, Document BC-96-3-D9. He argued that it 
was imperative at this time of crisis for members of Senate to know what 
Concordia was as a university, what we wished to value and where we 
wanted to go, etc., in order to be able to allocate resources, and that it was 
an indictment of the University that for years we had not had a clear set of 
priorities that could be used to guide us; that basically we were attempting to 
resolve problems and make decisions without having the necessary 
information, 1.e., all of the data contained in the budget document did not 
tell us what we should be doing, e.g., as had been stated at the last Senate 
meeting, the indicators essentially moved us in the direction of 
predetermined conclusions; that we had a crisis of process where, on the 
one hand, we had a deliberative process that essentially was democratic and 
transparent. which took place at the various committees, Councils and 
Senate, with documents and information coming forward, but at the same 
time, there was a necessary parallel process involving the Deans, the 
Vice-Rectors and the Rector, who, by the nature of their jobs were required 
to make decisions; and that the executive functioning of the University to 
act, and the deliberative process that also had a role to play in the 
decision-making process, had to be integrated somewhere, i.e., there was 
something wrong with the process, and that in consequence, Senate, in 
practice, was not able to function as the highest academic body in the 
University. Finally, he argued that members of Senate should have been 
provided with a recommendation, some responsibility and some 
accountability by the administration, 1.e., the administration should have 
come forward with a recommendation which members of Senate could 
spend time learning about, discussing and debating; and that what we were 
now doing was debating process and procedure, with the substance to be 
determined later after we had voted to approve the budget. 


Responding to what he described as the profound and fundamental points 
raised above, Dr. Lowy stated that in terms of process perhaps some of the 
work at SCAPP should be done at Senate, but not the detailed work because 
of the time required for justification of the positions taken, etc.; and that in 
that respect Senate was not different from other large bodies including 
Parliament and the provincial legislatures where issues of principle were 
discussed and debated more fully while the substantive work was done in 
the working committees; that ideally, in terms of the process, we would 
have a set of objectives and principles, i.e., what we wished to accomplish 
at Concordia; that once that was clear, we would consider how to 


accomplish that given our resources, i.e., how to make our money, space, 
personnel, etc., work in such a way as to maximize the obtaining of the 
objectives previously agreed upon, and that in that sense the budget should 
be the most important tool in achieving our objectives; that there was a built 
in conservatism to the budgeting process whereby even in good times 
budget committees were basically inclined towards process issues rather 
than substantive issues as to what we were trying to achieve and how the 
particular budget decisions would get us there vis-a-vis hiring practices, 
employment funds, etc.; that the situation this year was vastly complicated 
by the unprecedented budget cut and the brevity of the consultation period, 
etc.; and that as had already been mentioned, what we were talking about 
was probably what ought to be the case for next year. He further stated that 
what he hoped would happen next year was that, following the appointment 
of a Chief Financial Officer who would take care of the technical side of 
putting together and controlling the budget, Senate would determine where 
the University was going and how we wanted the budget to help us reach 
those objectives; and that early in the new academic year there was going to 
have to be some lengthy and extensive discussions as to where the 
University should be going, followed by consideration of how to 
manipulate the budget, to the extent of the built-in budgetary flexibility, in 
order to achieve those objectives. 


Issues that were raised and responded to during the continuous discussion 
included questions with respect to the budgeting process in terms of the lack 
of advance documentation and the shortness of the consultation period, 
which, it was argued, resulted in a feeling that Senate was basically a 
rubber-stamping body; details relating to the budget cuts remaining to be 
allocated to the Faculties, particularly with respect to amount, apportioning 
and assurances in terms of faculty replacements vis-a-vis courses and 
maintaining enrolments; building an incentive element into the process of 
allocating funds to academic units; the need to provide information with 
respect to the process, and details concerning changes to line items which 
are made subsequent to approval of the budget document by Senate; the 
apparent difference in the disposition of savings resulting from ERIP and 
FALRIP, and the need to credit the Faculties vis-a-vis academic support 
staff retirements; the 2.5 million dollar shortfall that would still have to be 
distributed to the four Faculties, and the need to maintain the number of 
student places available; distribution of the Arts and Science Faculty's share 
of the 8.2 million dollar compression; the need to take into consideration the 
relationship between performance in terms of teaching, research, student 
thesis supervision, etc., in determining the budget; the need for CUFA to 
join with the administration to ensure the equitable treatment of faculty 
across the University in the application of the Collective Agreement, 
particularly with respect to Article 16; and the 4 million dollar pension fund 
contribution holiday by the administration and whether it had been approved 
by the Pension and Benefits Committees, the applicable government 
legislation, the ownership of the fund, the determination of how the surplus 
was to be dealt with and the purpose to which it was to be put, the fact that 
the pension fund surplus was continuing to increase on the basis of 
employee contributions, and alternative additional employee benefits 
including cost-of living indexation which had already been implemented. 


In additional comments, Dr. Lowy emphasized the need to build an 
incentive element into the process of allocating funds vis-a-vis the needs of 
academic units, e.g., the Computer Science Diploma Programme. He also 
explained that over the course of the summer work would be done on 
harmonizing the academic plans of the Faculties and the School of Graduate 
Studies, i.e., determining the extent to which they could form a coherent 
whole, which would then be translated into a plan which could come to 
Senate for discussion; that early in the new academic year we would 
probably be in a position to begin to discuss the principles whereby the 
budget would later be created; and that in addition to the briefings that the 
Chief Financial Officer would receive from Dr. Proppe, Mr. Dudeck, Mr. 
Lauly, etc., the individual would also be asked to spend a fair amount of 
time with the Ad Hoc Senate Finance Committee. 


In further comments, it was argued that regardless of its short-comings, the 
Proposed Provisional 1996-97 Operating Budget was not imposing any of 
the harsh measures being introduced at other universities, including the 
University of Alberta, where the solution was to impose salary cuts, across 
the-board increases in work loads, and wholesale removal of ancillary 
services vis-a-vis the Faculties; that while it was customary for the academic 
Deans to protect their particular territories, given the nature of the current 
situation and the magnitude of the changes, it was necessary this year for 
everyone to pull together, 1.e., this was not the time for anyone to deal in 
any way with territorial issues; that throughout this year, apart from the 
plans that have been submitted, all of the Faculties had taken measures to 
introduce economies in University operations that would contribute 
substantially towards meeting the budget cuts, and that in this regard all 
indications were that Concordia was away ahead of all other universities 
across Canada, including those in Quebec; that while we should recognize 
the fundamental problem that had been raised earlier, and notwithstanding 
the points that had been made, the budget that had been put together in a 
preliminary fashion, and would be revisited in the Fall, should really be 
considered as a testimony to the collective will of the people at Concordia; 
and that although we might attempt to fix it around the margins, we should 
not feel at all bad about the budget that had been put together. 


In continuing discussion, it was suggested that the 200 thousand dollars to 
reduce budget cuts outside the academic sector as recommended by SCAPP 
in Document US-96-5-D9 be directed towards the University Library and 
the Audio-Visual Department, which, it was argued, would address some of 
the concerns that had been raised repeatedly at Senate on a regular basis by 
helping the buying power of the Library and contributing to increasing the 
availability of Audio-Visual Services. With respect to this, it was argued 
that the inflation rate had adversely affected the Library's journal-buying 
ability, and that little had been done to maintain that buying power; that 
Concordia had been hardest hit in the MacLean Magazine's surveys because 
of our library situation; and that what was being talked about was putting 
money back for new initiatives, and that this was an opportunity to use that 
money wisely. 
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AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. CHAIKELSON, 
SECONDED BY PROF. TEFFETELLER, THAT THE PHRASE - “TO 
BE ALLOCATED TO THE UNIVERSITY LIBRARY AND THE 
AUDIO-VISUAL DEPARTMENT”’- BE ADDED TO THE SECOND 
RECOMMENDATION IN ITEM 1 ) OF THE REPORT FROM THE 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC PLANNING AND PRIORITIES 
CONTAINED IN DOCUMENT US-96-3-D9. 


During the discussion on the amendment, it was argued that the Library 
served as a life-line for all graduate students and a primary resource for all 
of their research, etc.; that the cuts that had already been made were hurting 
the Library and it could not afford further cuts; that if the University valued 
modern and up-to-date scholarship and wanted to have programmes that 
were relevant to the modern world, it was necessary to keep current with 
what was going on in the modern world, and which could only be done 
through journals and the purchase of new books, etc.; and that if we did not 
find ways to re-channel money into the Library, Concordia would find itself 
at a sad disadvantage vis-a-vis its competitors in Quebec and across Canada. 


Other issues that were raised and responded to included concerns expressed 
with respect to the needs of Computing Services; and the possibility of 
postponing the amendment to the Fall to be dealt with in conjunction with 
the 66supple mental" budget. 


THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


THE MAIN MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED. 


Proposed Capital Budget - 1996/1997 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. LIGHTSTONE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
CORWIN, THAT SENATE APPROVE AND RECOMMEND TO THE 
BOARD OF GOVERNORS, THE PRELIMINARY CAPITAL BUDGET 
FOR 1996-97 PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT BC-96-3-D10, AND AS 
COMMENTED UPON BY THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON ACDEMIC 
PLANNING AND PRIORITIES IN DOCUMENT US-96-5-D9. 


Dr. Bertrand, Vice-Rector, Services, presented and explained the 
Preliminary Capital Budget for 1996/1997. He also advised that he had no 
objection in carrying out the SCAPP recommendation that future Capital 
Budget documents include notes and explanations, as was the case with 
Operating Budget documents. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 


Resolution concerning the University Library Acquisitions Budget 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. TABAR, SECONDED BY MR. 
PLAMONDON, THAT THE RESOLUTION FROM THE ACADEMIC 
SERVICES COMMITTEE CONCERNING THE UNIVERSITY 
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LIBRARY ACQUISITIONS BUDGET PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT 
US-96-4-D11 BE APPROVED. 


During the discussion, Dr. Bonin, Director of Libraries, advised that the 
removal of the credit in question was an adjustment rather than a budgetary 
removal, and that in consequence, it could be restored equally via an 
adjustment, as had been a Relations and Finance at yesterday's SCAPP 
meeting, 1.e., it could be restored by crediting the Library with an amount 
equal to the GST rebate of the previous year. With respect to this, Dr. 
Proppe explained that basing the credit on last year's GST rebate would not 
take into account the high inflation rate for books, journals, etc., over the 
past few years, i.e., the amount of money taken out had been 
underestimated; and the intent was to find a way to restore to the Library the 
correct amount, whether it was 5% or some other figure. 


It was suggested and agreed by the mover and seconder, THAT THE 
RESOLUTION BE AMENDED TO READ -"...PURCHASING POWER 
EQUAL TO THE TAX REBATE REMOVED ON LIBRARY 
MATERIALS." 


THE MAIN MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED. 


It was requested and agreed that item XIII, a) be moved up on the Agenda 
and dealt with by Senate at this time. 


Faculty and School academic planning reports and recommendations 


Arts and Science 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN VALASKAKIS, SECONDED BY PROF. 
TEFFETELLER, THAT SENATE APPROVE THE ARTS SCIENCE 
FACULTY COUNCIL RESOLUTIONS CONCERNING THE 
DISCONTINUANCE OF PROGRAMMES PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT 
US96-5-DI 3, AS RECOMMENDED BY THE ACADEMIC 
PROGRAMMES COMMITTEE IN DOCUMENT US-96-5-D19; THAT 
SENATE APPROVE AND RECOMMEND TO THE BOARD OF 
GOVERNORS, THE ARTS AND SCIENCE FACULTY COUNCIL 
RESOLUTIONS CONCERNING ACADEMIC PROGRAMME 
RELOCATIONS AND DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATIVE 
REORGANIZATIONS OR DISCONTINUANCES PROPOSED IN 
DOCUMENT US-96-5-D13, AS RECOMMENDED BY THE ACADEMIC 
PROGRAMMES COMMITTEE IN DOCUMENT US-96-5-D19; AND 
THAT THE ARTS AND SCIENCE FACULTY COUNCIL 
RESOLUTIONS CONCERNING SUBSEQUENT RELOCATIONS AND 
ADMINISTRATIVE REORGANIZATIONS WITH RESPECT TO 
GEOLOGY, LEISURE STUDIES, LIBRARY STUDIES AND 
CLASSICS BE CONSIDERED BY SENATE AS "NOTICES OF 
INTENT”. 
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It was requested and agreed that speaking privileges be granted to Dr. Judith 
Woodsworth, Vice-Dean, Faculty of Arts and Science. 


Dean Valaskakis, in presenting, explaining and providing background 
information with respect to the recommendations from the Arts and Science 
Faculty Council contained in Document US-96-5-D13, advised that they 
had resulted from the planning process that the Faculty had been involved in 
for approximately 2 1/2 years, and which, she emphasized, represented the 
beginning of a planning process that was affable, that everyone was pleased 
with, and that was based on academic development. 


Dr. Drysdale informed Senate that the report of the Academic Programmes 
Committee was contained in Document US-96-5D19; and that he had 
nothing substantive to add at this particular time. 


During the ensuing discussion, questions were raised with respect to the 
amount of savings that would result from the reorganizations, and the 
intention of departments to "concentrate their energies" on major 
programmes, particularly the Theology Department and the effect of such a 
move on entry to the Masters programme. In response to the latter, Senate 
was advised that Theology had decided that it wished to put its energies, in 
terms of academic development, into its Major programme and its new 
Masters programme; that departmental resources would be redirected in 
connection with this, and that the department had agreed that faculty 
members would be prepared to offer tutorials to the few "major" students 
who might wish to pursue the Masters programme in order to being them up 
to the required level, rather than requiring such students to take a qualifying 
year. 


Senate was further advised that savings would result from the proposed 
changes, but that detailed information with respect to this was not available; 
and that the changes would also result in courses being deleted from the 
Calendar. 

THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED 


Notices of Motions 


Faculty of Arts and Science 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. SHULMAN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
CHAIKELSON, THAT THE ARTS AND SCIENCE FACULTY 
COUNCIL RESOLUTION CONCERNING THE ALLOCATION OF 
RESOURCES RESULTING FROM ACADEMIC RETIREMENTS AND 
FACULTY PLANNING DOCUMENTS AS PROPOSED IN 
DOCUMENT US-96-3-D4, BE APPROVED. 


In presenting and commenting on the Arts and Science resolution proposed 
in Document US-96-3-D4, Prof. Shulman explained that taking into 
consideration similar resolutions being presented by the Commerce and 
Administration Faculty Council and the Engineering and Computer Science 


Faculty Council, an earlier statement concerning the need of the Deans and 
everyone else in the University to function together, the fact that the three 
motions on the Agenda under this item were contrary and divisive, and that 
we had not reached the stage where all of the documentation that would be 
necessary to permit a major discussion was available, it was not the 
intention to introduce a motion vis-a-vis across-the-board cuts, but rather 
the motion was being presented on the assumption that at this particular 
stage each Faculty was able to make vertical cuts more effectively than any 
other group or body; that the motion was not intended to provide 
proportional faculty replacements for each and every department, that it was 
quite proper for each Faculty to determine where its resources were best 
placed, just as it was proper for the University to do the same thing, and 
that although it was not necessary that the status quo be maintained, we 
were not at the stage, given the morale in the University and the possibility 
that the process was flawed, where Senate should precipitously decide 
upon, on the basis of the documents that had been presented, a 
reorganization of priorities within the University until Senate had had the 
larger discussion in the Fall. He further stated that the planning documents 
differed from Faculty to Faculty, and it was not possible to take those 
documents and rationalize priorities in a logical manner; and that at this stage 
he would welcome any comments from the other Faculties, and if anyone 
had a suggestion that would be more constructive and would allow us to go 
forward, he was prepared to make adjustments accordingly. 


Procedurally, Dr. Lowy suggested, and it was agreed, that while Senate 
was discussing the motion on the floor concerning the Arts and Science 
Faculty Council resolution contained in Document US-96-3-D4, the 
resolutions from the Commerce and Administration Faculty Council and the 
Engineering and Computer Science Faculty Council in Documents 
US-96-4-D2 and US-96-5-D20 respectively, would also be kept in mind. 


Commenting with respect to the Commerce and Administration Faculty 
Council resolution in Document US-96-4-D2, Dean Anvari advised that it 
was quite appropriate to discuss the issues within the context of the motion 
on the floor because the issues in the three resolutions, particularly the Ist 
issue, were basically the same; and that the issue that the resolutions were 
attempting to discuss was the kind of issue that Senate should debate, i.e., it 
was a policy issue concerning the direction in which the University should 
move. He also emphasized that the essence of the resolutions from 
Commerce and Administration and Engineering and Computer Science was 
that the planning process should drive the resources of the University, 1.e., 
University resources should be allocated on the basis of identified needs, 
and that no disagreement had been expressed in Senate with respect to that; 
and that, on the other hand, while the resolution from Arts and Science was 
suggesting a course of action, which, after the planning had been completed 
may turn out to be the appropriate one, it was suggesting a course of action 
a priori without having gone through the planning process. 


Dean Valaskakis suggested that given that there would be another budget 
discussion in the Fall, it may be appropriate to table the motion on the floor 
until that discussion had taken p lace, otherwise there could well be a kind 
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of turf war vis-a-vis the budget which was totally unnecessary at this point 
in time. 


With the agreement of the mover and seconder of the motion, and the 
consent of Dean Anvari and Dean Taddeo, THE RESOLUTIONS FROM 
THE THREE FACULTIES WERE TABLED. 


In additional comments, Dr. Lowy explained that because of the need to 
meet the budgetary short-fall, and which impelled FALRIP, and because of 
the success of FALRIP, it was necessary to make temporary ad hoc 
arrangements to ensure that the University could meet its teaching 
commitments; that the ad hoc arrangements would permit the University to 
meet its commitments to the students, while FALRIP would in all likelihood 
allow the University to meet its budgetary obligations; that neither of these 
undertakings should drive long-term planning, or subsequent budgets, the 
allocation of personnel, i.e., faculty and staff, etc., which, in fact, should 
be driven by the long-term planning process; and that tabling the resolutions 
would permit development of academic proposals over the summer months, 
which, after proper debate and acceptance would drive the next budget. 


Notice of Motion concerning the restoration of NSERC grants 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. CHEEKE, SECONDED BY MR. KLAMPH, 
THAT: 


WHEREAS PROFESSORS SWAMY, T. SANKAR AND S. SANKAR 
HAVE BEEN EXONERATED BY THE NATURAL SCIENCES AND 
ENGINEERING RESEARCH COUNCIL OF ALL CHARGES OF 
MISMANAGEMENT OF THEIR RESEARCH FUNDS; 


WHEREAS NSERC HAS GIVEN A DIRECT VOTE OF CONFIDENCE 
IN THESE PROFESSORS BY RENEWING THEIR RESEARCH 
GRANTS; AND 


WHEREAS NSERC'S ETHICS COMMITTEE HAS DETERMINED 
THAT 


THESE PROFESSORS DID NO WRONGDOING WITH RESPECT TO 
THEIR SCIENTIFIC PUBLICATIONS, 


BE IT RESOLVED THAT SENATE GIVE ITS REGRETS TO THE 
ABOVE MENTIONED PROFESSORS FOR THE CIRCUMSTANCES 
LEADING TO THEIR LEAVING CONCORDIA AND REQUEST THE 
ADMINISTRATION THAT CONCORDIA UNIVERSITY GIVE THEM 
AN APOLOGY AND FORMALLY REINSTATE THEM. 


It was requested and agreed that speaking privileges be granted to Dr. Terrill 
Fancott, Computer Science, and Dr. Elaine Newman, Biology. 


In providing background information and the rationale for the motion, Dr. 
Cheeke advised that NSERC, which was the premiere granting agency for 


research in natural sciences and engineering in Canada, was a competent 
and professionally-run organization in which he truly believed; and that he 
was compelled to take notice of conclusions arrived at by that body. He 
argued that in this particular case, the analysis and conclusions reached by 
NSERC could not be ignored; and that given those conclusions, he could 
only assume that the conclusions previously reached by the Concordia 
enquiry committees were erroneous and unsubstantiated. He further advised 
that while there were many dimensions to this particular affair, he wished to 
emphasize only the academic side, which, in fact, should be the primary 
concern of Senate; that given that research was not as firmly established. at 
Concordia as in other institutions, it was important that Concordia's 
researchers be protected; that given that Senate was the supreme academic 
body in the University, and considering the particular circumstances, Senate 
could not avoid addressing this important matter; that in addition, it was not 
unheard of for a university Senate to do what the motion was asking, e.g., 
the University of Berlin Senate had recently given a formal apology to 
Albert Einstein for wrongful dismissal in 1933; that this matter was not 
going to go away; and that Senate as the supreme academic body would 
have to accept its responsibilities in regards to this matter. 


In his remarks, Dr. Fancott argued that the entire process of investigation 
and judgement had been tragically flawed, including the fact that the initial 
audit by Samson Belair-Deloitte & Touche, which had been commissioned 
by the University, had never been released and never revealed to the 
professors involved, thereby depriving them of a major element with which 
they could have defended themselves; that the defendants were never given 
an opportunity to produce documentation to refute the findings in the 
periodic reports as they came forward during the Levi audit, and which 
documentation subsequently took three months to produce; that the Levi 
audit was released to the three professors barely one day before they were 
required to sign the final agreement with the University, i.e., three senior 
professors in the University were virtually given no time to reply in any 
substantial way to an extremely complex audit; that the final conclusions in 
the Arthurs Report were not substantiated by the complex, introspective and 
unclear body of the Report, nor was it reasonable to expect the three 
professors to be able to respond to that document a few days prior to it 
being released to the public; that the rules of natural justice, which were 
specifically referred to in the mandate of the Arthurs Commission of 
Inquiry, particularly with respect to "Audi alteram partem", were not 
substantially followed; and that the handling of the press with respect to this 
resulted in a smearing of the reputations of not only the three individuals, 
but also of the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science and Concordia 
University itself. He further argued that in Canada in instances where a legal 
or para-legal process was .hopelessly flawed and unjust, that process and 
the conviction were usually thrown out, leaving the choice of either a retrial 
or acquittal; that in this instance, even an investigation by a select Senate 
committee would only succeed in opening old wounds; and that adopting 
the motion on the floor, which was calling for reinstatement of the three 
individuals, would be a clear indication by the University that this case was 
without substance, that the process was unjust, and that it was the only way 


in which the reputations of the individuals involved and the University 
could be regained. 


In her comments, Dr. Newman, stated that the motion on the floor was 
directed at three individuals, including Dr. Swamy; that in 1993 Senate had 
unanimously adopted a motion rendering its esteem to then Dean Swamy 
and its thanks for having done such a remarkable job in building a Faculty 
of Engineering for the University; that he was one of the most esteemed 
faculty members at Concordia; and that she was asking Senate to right, to 
the extent possible, a "revolting wrong" that had been done to him. 


Dr. Lowy explained that when he first came to Concordia, it very quickly 
became clear to him that this was one of several unresolved problems from 
the past that begged for some kind of a solution, but that it also became clear 
that no easy resolution was possible; that like many other complex situations 
the seemingly easy solution, on deeper reflection, was not so easy after all; 
and that his subsequent remarks would be directed to Dr. Swamy's case 
because he had not met the Sankar brothers and his personal reading of -the 
documentation had not given him any kind of an in-depth appreciation of 
their situations. With regards to Dr. Swamy, he advised that he well 
understood why Senate in 1993 had chosen to honour him given his major 
contributions to Concordia and to his field as a teacher, a researcher and a 
student mentor, and the fact that he continues to serve with distinction on a 
number of local and national organizations, none of which was in any way 
in question; that there was a number of people present who were far better 
qualified than himself to comment on the points that had been raised at 
Senate this afternoon regarding what went on at the University in 1994 and 
earlier; and that there was no doubt that those were extremely difficult years 
for everyone, particularly the three individuals, and their families and 
friends. He further advised that the decision had been made at a time when 
the University was experiencing a great deal of external pressure, including 
pressure from NSERC which subsequently reversed its position in several 
ways, and with respect to which the University had very complete 
documentation in a number of areas, some not to Concordia's advantage at 
all; and that there was no doubt that NSERC's conclusion that Dr. Swamy 
did not misuse its funds was accurate 
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been arrived at, and after an agreement had been reached that essentially 
closed a door at that time, in his opinion total active reinstatement of Dr. 
Swamy was really not called for, that it would not be in the best interest of 
the University, and that he would not recommend such a course; and that 
although he had not studied the situations regarding the Drs. Sankar as 
carefully, unless there were compelling reasons to come to a different 
conclusion, it was his personal belief that the same conclusion was 
warranted. 


During continuing discussion, it was argued that the title "adjunct 
professor" could only be viewed as a consolation prize and was not 
sufficient to restore Dr. Swamy's academic reputation, which, because of 


the reviews of the Arthurs and Levi reports that had appeared world-wide, 
had been utterly destroyed; that the presence of lawyers and CUFA could 
not be treated as any kind of justification or mitigation vis-a-vis the act of 
signing the agreement; that there were many aspects of the Levi report that 
were flawed, including reference to a research endowment fund that was 
being built up which was termed "misuse of funds", notwithstanding the 
fact that no related contrary University regulations existed, and that the 
existence of the fund had been known and approved by Concordia financial 
Vice-Rectors since its establishment in 1981; that the three individuals in 
question had been scapegoated and forced to retire or resign; that the 
charges against them were not defended by anyone today, and that if they 
were forced to leave the University because of false charges, they should 
publicly be offered reinstatement and their reputations restored; that Senate 
members should recognize their colleagues and request that the University 
take the action indicated in. the motion on the floor; that the professors 
involved were highly respected by their graduate students, and that one of 
the professors had directed the highest number of Ph.D. and Masters 
students in the University with the highest rate of completion, many of 
whom had gone on to become respected members of the Faculty of 
Engineering and Computer Science at Concordia; that if Senate or the 
University did not take action, the problem was not going to go away; and 
that the University should recognize its mistakes, admit them, correct them 
and then move on. It was further argued that NSERC was the highest law in 
the land vis-a-vis. research granting agencies, and if anybody had any 
interest in finding anything that was incorrect, it would have been NSERC 
which was absolutely hyper-sensitive concerning the use of their funds; that 
there could be no more convincing conclusion than the one that had been 
drawn by NSERC after having investigated the points in question as to 
whether any wrongdoing had in fact occurred ; and that given that every 
item in the Levi audit that had touched upon something to do with NSERC 
had been contradicted by NSERC itself, the credibility of the entire audit 
was put into question. 


It was also argued, however, that by adopting the motion on the floor, it 
would appear in the media that Concordia was again struggling with itself, 
and that it was time -for the University to move on; and that while it was 
true that in this instance, NSERC had absolved some very specific things 
about which members of Senate could read and draw conclusions, there 
were other allegations in the various reports that went much further and with 
respect to which members had insufficient information at this time to enable 
them to vote one way or another on the motion. 


In additional remarks, Dr. Lowy advised that Senate was not an inquisitorial 
or a judicial body, nor did it have any possession of the truth; that there 
were things that were published, i.e., the various reports containing 
allegations that had been insufficiently investigated; and that in light of the 
turmoil at the time, and in the context of the allegations that were made, a 
decision had been taken by individuals, however well or illadvised they 
might have been, and an agreement had been reached on the one hand not to 
pursue an investigation of the allegations any further, and on the other hand, 
to resign or retire from the University. He further stated that at this 


particular time, he did not feel competent, nor was he certain that there were 
any other members present who were competent to assess whether or not 
the allegations had any substance, or if indeed they needed to be followed 
further; that if such should be the case, the process to be followed would 
hopefully be subscribed to with more competence than the one which in 
retrospect had appeared not to have been all that well thought out; that at the 
moment we were in a situation in which there were some people who 
strongly believed that. an injustice had been done, and there were others 
who were really not too sure about that; and that the options that appeared to 
be open were either to undertake a proper investigation and clear the matter 
up, but which he described as being perilous, or to accept the solution, 
albeit imperfect, that had been arrived at a few years ago. He further 
informed Senate that with respect to the issue of the recognition of Dr. 
Swamy, a recommendation had been made that he be considered for 
"Professor Emeritus" status, which, he presumed, was proceeding through 
the normal channels. 


In response to a question as to whether something could be done, perhaps 
through a small group, whereby the individuals in question would feel that 
they had been vindicated and their reputations restored without revisiting the 
situation vis-a-vis culpability, etc., Dr. Lowy stated that in the absence of an 
enquiry that establishes what no one present knew, and what the proper 
resolution of the issues was when fully investigated, he did not believe that 
it would be the right thing for the University to reopen a matter that had 
been settled, however imperfectly at the time, to the satisfaction of the 
individuals; that it did not really make, sense to him to do what the motion 
was proposing, i.e., to simply reinstate them and say that the matter was 
finished; that while the question of having a distinguished panel, whether 
internal or external, review the issues could be considered, it seemed to him 
that the most reasonable course was to leave the resolution where it was; 
and that he would certainly do whatever he could to explore other ways that 
might be acceptable to Dr. Swamy vis-a-vis his reputation. In addition, he 
advised that it was absolutely correct that NSERC had looked at aspects of 
the reports that dealt with NSERC funds, and that NSERC was satisfied 
that those funds had not been misused; that in 1994 at the time the decisions 
had been taken for individuals to resign or retire, there was a number of 
outstanding allegations, which, while they might not have been totally false, 
had not been properly investigated; that the agreement that had been reached 
at that time had put an end to any possible investigation; that there was the 
option of re-opening the matter, which was a theoretical possibility, the 
alternative to which was to rest with the decision that had .been taken by the 
individuals, and which, at the time, seemed to resolve the issue, however 
imperfectly, to the satisfaction of the parties concerned, 1.e., the University 
authorities, the individuals themselves and their legal help, and CUFA; and 
that there was no evidence one way or the other that would answer the 
question as to whether the right decision had been taken. 


In additional comments, Dr. Newman advised that the audit had been 

shown to be incorrect, and the University was now vacillating over whether 
to offer an apology; that she did not know of any way in which the decision 
could have been right because it was based on an audit that was wrong; and 
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that there was no reason to oppose the motion on the floor that was simply 
making an apology from Senate, and a request that the administration 
apologize and that the individuals be reinstated. 


Responding to a question, Dr. Lowy advised that he did not know whether 
the University owed the individuals a complete apology, but that the 
University did owe them regret and which he had already stated. 


Concern was expressed that procedurally the meeting seemed to be turning 
into a bargaining session between those present and the Rector; and that 
nothing was being added to the discussion that would allow members to 
decide what to do with the motion. The feeling was also expressed that the 
meeting should be considered as an educational session, i.e., a time for 
members to learn about people's feelings and to receive information; and 
Senate was advised that a request was about to be made that the motion be 
tabled with the hope that the Rector, after having heard the comments, etc., 
would reconsider the situation and the options that might become available. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. SHULMAN, SECONDED BY MR. 
TABAR, THAT THE MOTION BE TABLED. 


Dr. Lowy advised that it was his understanding that if the motion to table, 
which was non-debatable, was passed, the main motion would not 
disappear but would be subsequently reconsidered; and that if the motion 
was defeated, the discussion would continue. 


THE MOTION TO TABLE WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED, (13 
in favour; 4 opposed; 2 abstentions). 


Dr. Lowy advised that the original motion would return to Senate at its first 
meeting in September; and that in the meantime he would undertake a 
reconsideration of the situation and possible options as had been suggested 
above. 


Faculty and School academic planning reports and recommendations 


(cont'd) 


Senate was advised that SCAPP, at its meeting yesterday, instituted a 
process whereby the Faculty and School planning documents would be 
used to formulate an integrated plan which would be forwarded as a 
proposal for Senate discussion early in the Fall; and it was suggested and 
agreed that the sub-items remaining on the Agenda under Item XIII be 
considered as items for information. 


Notice of Motion concerning the transfer of graduate credits 


In response to a procedural suggestion that, because of the lateness of the 
hour, consideration of the motion be put over to the next Senate meeting at 
which speaking privileges would be granted to Mr. Klamph who would no 
longer be a member of Senate, he advised that he would prefer that this 
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motion, along with another motion that he had requested at the beginning of 
the meeting be added to the Agenda, be dealt with by Senate today. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN ANVARI, SECONDED BY PROF. 
TOMBERLIN, THAT THE MOTION CONCERNING THE ACADEMIC 
POLICY ON TRANSFER OF GRADUATE CREDITS PROPOSED IN 
DOCUMENT US-96-4-D13, BE TABLED TO THE NEXT SENATE 
MEETING. 


THE MOTION TO TABLE WAS CARRIED. 

Dr. Lowy assured Mr. Klamph that he would have speaking privileges 
when the motion came up at the next meeting, if he was present. He also 
advised that steps would be taken to ensure that the motion would be 
brought forward by someone on Senate, possibly a student member. 


Notice of Motion concerning a revision to the Composition of Senate 


With respect to this item, Mr. Klamph explained that he considered it to be 
more important for Senate to deal with this motion at today's meeting than 
the previous motion because the University was about to launch a 50 
million. dollar Capital Campaign to which the alumni would be asked to 
contribute; and that if the motion was adopted at this meeting, it would be a 
sign of good faith in terms of recognizing the important role that they could 
play on Senate. 


On a "point of order", it was determined that there was a quorum. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. KLAMPH, SECONDED BY MR. 
PLAMONDON, THAT SENATE APPROVE AND RECOMMEND TO 
THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS, THAT ARTICLE 39, SECTION X11 
OF THE CONCORDIA UNIVERSITY BY-LAWS, BE AMENDED TO 
INCLUDE THREE ALUMNI REPRESENTATIVES AS REGULAR 
VOTING MEMBERS OF SENATE. 


During the discussion, it was argued that alumni were represented on the 
Board of Governors which had a particular mandate and a set of 
responsibilities, that Senate's responsibilities were other than those, and that 
it was not clear that the same logic that - held with respect to membership on 
the Board would also hold true for the Senate; and that the Steering 
Committee, which had not had an opportunity to discuss the matter, was 
obligated to ensure that such motions came forward to Senate in a fashion 
and with appropriate information that would allow a fully informed and 
rational debate to occur. 


It was argued, however, that the motion presented an opportunity whereby 
alumni members would be invited to participate in Senate; and that apart 
from the monitory aspect, they represented a vast untapped resource to the 
University, e.g., cooperatives, mentors, relationship to industry, influence 
vis-a-vis perspective students, etc. 
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It was also argued that if the Steering Committee was going to consider the 
composition of Senate, it should take into account the under-representation 
of part-time faculty members on Senate. 


In response to a suggestion that the motion be tabled, Dr. Lowy advised that 
he could not consider any motions at this time due to the loss of a quorum. 
He further advised that the Steering Committee would consider the complex 
issue of the composition of Senate, including the question of alumni and 
part-time faculty representation. 


Adjournment 


Dr. Lowy declared the meeting adjourned at 5:43 pm. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


